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— DIBIBION OF THE UNITED STATFES

o WASBHINGTON, D.C. 20Ba8 .
[

FILE: B-187548 DATE: Decembexr 13, 1976

! MATTER OF: Indien Development District of Arizons, Inc,

I GEAT:

1. Protent that svccisaful contractor was not
relponlibla nn( agency may have been biaged
- submitted acre than 10 working dayc after
debriefing (s untimely under Bié Frotest
Procedures requiring filing within 10 work-
ing days of the date basis for protest was
koown.

2. Untine.y ‘protest that coutractor was improperly
deternined renponaible and agency may liave
been biased does not present’ significant
issues within meaning of Bid Procast Pro-
cedures, & U.F,R, part 20 (1976), so us to
warrant consideriation oi iie merits.

*
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By letter dated September 27, 1976, the Indian Devalopment
Dist:ict of Arizona, Inc. (IDDA), protested the award of a contract
to the Icidar’ Entatptine Uevelopment Corporatium (IEDC) under
Trequast fir proposale 6-'6737, issued by the Department of
Commerce (Commerce).

; Commerce repor:a tbng it nntified unsuccessful® \ffe*ora of

‘ the award to IEDC by lectter of July 12. By letter dated July 15,
IDDA . acknowledged receipt of the notification and requested a de-
briafing concerning the rensons its proposal was not accepted. This
debriefing was hold on Augast 27. At that time, Commerce indicates
that IDDA's Exacutive Director was given a copy of our Bid Protest
Procedures (Pro:edures) and cautioned to filr any protest within

10 working days of that date.

Szptember 30, or well af:cr the allotted 10-day period. Sec-
tion 20. 2(b)(¢) of our Procedures, 4 C.F.R. part 20 (1976),
requires thar protests b: {4led within 10 days of the date the
basie for mrovest was kaown or -hould have been krown, whichever
is earlier.

}
1 iDDA's proteat letter was not xm-eived at our Office until
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IDDA tecognizas that its protest is untimely, b.t: believes
it stould be considered pursuant to section 20.2(:c) which affords
the Comptrollar General tha authoriiy to coneider unttmely pro-
test? when they present an issue significant to procuresent lawv,
IIDA's initisl letter concerned the determination that IEDC was
a responsible firm and supgested posaible bias hy the procurins
officials. Since there was a poesibility that the secuond of
these 1ssues may have been significant, further information was
reyuestyd from IDDA. No new allegations were mentionad in IDDA's
additional information and the details of the allegation did not
raige any differenc contention.

We have defined "significant issues" to be those which presaent
novel or innovative issues of wideapread interest to the procura—
went cormunity. 52 Comp. Gen, 20 (1972). The esaence of &
signiffcant issue touches “he heart of the competitive process.
Pillanette-Western Corporacion, 54 Comp. Cen. 375 (1974), 7:-2
CPD 259. 1In this ligk*, we do not believe the imsues rajsed are
¢ ignificant,

‘herefore, the protut' \'111]. not be considered on fta merits,
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Paul G. De.mbl ng
Gene-al Coungel






